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ABSTRACT 
The main purpose of this study was to determine the effect of 
graphic and phonemic similarity on syntactic acceptability. Ten 
third graders were audio-taped reading material new to them at the 
end of the 1982-1983 school year. The children were given no 
assistance. Substitution miscues were recorded and analyzed according 
to The Goodman Taxonomy of Reading Miscues. Statistical analyses were 
carried out using the chi-square procedure and contingency coefficients 
were computed. The results indicate that graphic and phonemic similarity 
are somewhat related to syntactic acceptability but the relationship is 
very slight. Graphic similarity appears to be more independent of syn-
tactic acceptability than does phonemic similarity. Qualitative reading 
analysis needs to be done by the classroom teacher and reading programs 
developed involving graphophonic, syntactic, and semantic reading 
strategies. 
iii 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT .. 
ABSTRACT .. 
INTRODUCTION . 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Page 
ii 
. iii 
Problem Statement. . . . . . . . . 1 
Rationale. . • . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Purpose. . . . • . . • . . . • • . . • . . • . 2 
Review of the Literature . . . . • • . • . 2 
Miscue Analysis. . . . . . . . • 2 
Instrumentation. . . . . . . • . . • . . . . . . . . . 6 
Graphic Similarity, Phonemic Similarity and Syntactic 
Acceptability . . . • . • • . . . • • . . . • • 9 
PROCEDURES • . 
Subjects . . . • . 
Survey . • . . . 
Collection of Data . 
Analysis of Data ..... 
RESULTS .......• 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS. 
APPENDIX . 
REFERENCES 
iv 
14 
14 
14 
18 
19 
19 
21 
23 
33 
Introduction 
Problem Statement 
What is the effect of graphic and phonemic similarity on the 
syntactic acceptability of selected miscues of third graders reading 
orally? 
Rationale 
Yetta M. Goodman did a longitudinal study of children 1 s oral 
reading behavior (1971) and found that substitution miscues had a 
strong tendency toward some graphic and phonemic similarity and were 
often the same part of speech as the text word replaced. The miscues 
were also mostly semantically and even more so, syntactically acceptable. 
Carolyn L. Burke (1976) states that that syntactic system can be 
pictured as that point at which thought processes and language processes 
merge in deep structure. 
P. David Allen's research (1976) demonstrated that a proficient 
oral reader will often produce a different surface structure from the 
author's. He found that if the meaning of the passage has not been 
altered, there would seem to be little excuse for the teacher to be 
constantly interrupting the reader. 
Bruce A. Gutknecht (1976) states that all children need a program 
of reading instruction that will equip them to use syntactic and 
semantic strategies along with graphophonic strategies. 
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Much of what teachers do in an attempt to teach reading is really 
not necessary and may be even harmful to the reading process. They 
spend a lot of time "short-circuiting" the child's ability to deal with 
the reading process. It is the desire of the researcher to determine 
the effect of graphic and phonemic similarity on syntactic acceptability. 
Do teachers confuse reading instruction with other areas of instruction 
such as "correct pronunciation?" 
Purpose 
It was the purpose of this researcher to determine the effect of 
graphic and phonemic similarity on the syntactic acceptability of selected 
miscues of third graders reading orally. Dr. Gutknecht 1 s Qualitative 
Analysis Worksheet was used on ten third graders and miscues were analyzed 
for each of these ten students. The results were analyzed according to 
Kenneth Goodman's Taxonomy. 
Review of the Literature 
Miscue Analysis. Seventy-three years ago, Edmund B. Huey (1910) 
wrote, "We have surely come to the place where we need to know just what 
the child normally does when he reads, in order to plan a natural and 
economic method of learning to read. 11 
This researcher has found what Huey was looking for in miscue 
analysis. Miscue analysis can provide insight into the reading pro-
cess of an individual reader. In years past, any response by a reader 
that differed from the printed text was considered an error. These 
errors, or mistakes, were counted and tabulated on norm charts. Thank-
fully, Kenneth Goodman termed these errors as miscues as opposed to 
3 
errors or accidents in oral reading. Kenneth Goodman first used mis-
cue analysis as a research tool in 1963. His initial goal was to 
describe the reading process (1973). Eventually this led to the develop-
ment of an analytic taxonomy which considers the relationships between 
the expected response (ER) and the observed response (OR) from all 
possible angles. The three basic kinds of information the reader uses 
are grapho-phonic, syntactic and semantic. A proficient reader is one 
so efficient in sampling and predicting that he uses the least (not the 
most) available information necessary (Goodman, 1965). The taxonomy 
provides a number of questions to be asked about each miscue, since 
the reader has, in every case, produced his response through the use 
of the wide range of information available to him (Goodman, 1969). 
Kenneth Goodman believes that nothing the reader does is accidental 
and that a reader's expected responses and his miscues are produced 
as he attempts to process the print and get to meaning (1973). 
Yvonne Steinrick's research (1975) showed that teachers who were 
given instruction in miscue analysis changed their perception of the 
reading process from an exact skill to an on-going process which 
involves the interaction between thought and language. 
Dorothy Menosky (1971) based her research on a definition of 
reading much like that of Kenneth Goodman--the interaction of thought 
and seen as a predicting, guessing, testing, confirming process. She 
found as readers progress through the text, and context takes over, 
they need less visual information in order to make acceptable first 
guesses. She also found miscues change qualitatively as readers 
progress through the materials if the passage is of sufficient length 
for them to gain contextual support. 
Kenneth Goodman (1969) found all readers make miscues and uses 
the word miscue rather than error to avoid the negative connotation 
of errors and to avoid the implication that good reading does not 
include miscues. He even says that a reader who requires perfection 
in his reading will be a rather inefficient reader. 
Research done by Yetta M. Goodman (1972) and William D. Page 
(1973) suggests that miscues must be evaluated qualitatively rather 
than quantitatively. In other words, the miscues must be evaluated 
on the degree to which the miscue disrupts the meaning of the written 
material. 
Yetta Goodman (1972) describes the technique of miscue analysis 
in the following manner: 
In order to provide data for qualitative miscue 
analysis, the reader is presented with something 
interesting to read which is entirely new to him. 
The selection of reading material is important 
and must be thought out carefully. It should 
be neither too easy, nor too difficult for the 
reader. The reader is then asked to read the 
selection, which is audiotaped. At the time of 
the audiotaping, the teacher or researcher sits 
with a copy of the reading material and marks 
each miscue. The reader receives no help from 
the researcher, since important evidence is gained 
as readers discover ways to solve their own read-
ing problems. The reader is told he will retell 
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the story when the reading is finished. Readers 
must view the gaining of meaning as the purpose 
of reading. There should be no concern with 
performing for an audience or with producing an 
exact rendition. 
Kenneth Goodman (1973) lists the following six steps for miscue 
analysis: 
l. An appropriate selection for the pupil is made. 
2. The material is prepared for taping. 
3. The reader is audiotaped and the code sheet is marked. 
4. The subject retells the story. 
5. The miscues are coded according to the analytic procedure used. 
6. The patterns of miscues are studied. 
The ability to use the information gained from miscue analysis in 
working with learners is dependent on the teacher's moving to a view 
of reading and reading instruction consistent with views of reading as 
a meaning-getting language process. 
Carolyn Burke (1975) has shown all readers have instances in which 
they produce unexpected responses, instances in which they vary from 
the printed text. These miscalculations are reached via the same reading 
process and the same strategies and learning systems as the expected 
responses the reader produces. These miscalculations or miscues can 
serve the same function in reading that extended notation serves in math. 
Examining a miscue allows us to pinpoint the possible involvement of 
any and all of the related language systems. We can tally not only 
their occurrences but their interrelationships. Miscues which have a 
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surface level similarity might or might not prove to have similar under-
lying causes. Miscues which are dissimilar on the surface can prove to 
have similar underlying causes. Analysis of reading miscues allows us 
to tap the reading process without interfering with it. 
Instrumentation. Bruce Gutknecht's Qualitative Analysis Worksheet 
was used in this study for the miscue analysis. The story material for-
mat and the point distribution for the retelling format are taken from 
Goodman and Burke's Reading Miscue Inventory Manual. 
The worksheet records the expected response (ER) and the observed 
response (OR) and asks seven questions about each miscue. 
Question 1: Graphic Similarity. How much does the OR look like 
the ER? (If the miscue is an omission or insertion, this category is 
not marked. If the miscue involves more than one word, this category 
is not marked.) 
Question 2: Phonemic Similarity. How much does the OR sound like 
the ER? (If the miscue is an omission or insertion, this category is 
not marked. If the miscue involves more than one word, this category 
is not marked.) 
Question 3: Grammatical Function. Is the grammatical function 
of the OR the same as that of the ER? (If the miscue is an omission 
or insertion, this category is not marked. If the miscue involves more 
than one word, this category is not marked.) 
Question 4: Syntactic Acceptability. Does the OR occur in a 
gramatically acceptable structure? 
Question 5: Meaning Acceptability. Does the OR occur in a 
semantically acceptable structure? 
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Question 6: Meaning Change. Does the OR result in a change of 
meaning? 
Question 7: Correction Behavior. Is the OR corrected? 
Graphic similarity, phonemic similarity, syntactic acceptability 
and meaning acceptability are coded as follows: 
+ High degree 
0 Some degree; partial 
- - No degree 
Grammatical function is coded as follows: 
+ 
0 
Same 
Intermediate 
Different 
Meaning change is coded as follows: 
+ = No 
0 = Minimal 
- = Major 
Correction Behavior is coded as follows: 
+ Corrected 
0 Unsuccessful attempt 
- - No attempt 
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Story Material Format 
I. Character Analysis 
A. Recall: A listing of the characters involved in the story. 
B. Development: Information concerning the characters' physical 
appearance~ attitudes and feelings, behavior, relationships 
to other characters. 
II. Events: The actual happenings as they occur. 
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III. Plot: The plan upon which the sequence of events is organized. The 
overall question or problem which is the central concern of the 
story. 
IV. Theme: The generalization, perspective, viewpoint, or truism around 
which the story and its plot are built. 
V. Maximum Points: 
A. Character Analysis: 
1. Recall 15 
2. Development 15 
B. Events 
C. Plot 
D. Theme 
30 
20 
20 
The RMI examines how readers employ both thought processes and 
language abilities as they read. It helps the teacher determine what 
causes a reader's miscues, how these miscues affect the readers' compre-
hension, and, in general, what strengths and weaknesses the reader 
exhibits in the strategies employed to process text (Gutknecht, 1983). 
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Graphic Similarity, Phonemic Similarity, and Syntactic Acceptability. 
Graphic similarity is concerned with how much the miscue looks like what 
was expected. For example, there is a high degree of graphic similarity 
between 11walk" and "walked. 11 They are visually similar. There is some 
degree of graphic similarity between 11 try" and "tried" and no graphic 
similarity between "the" and "a." 
Phonemic similarity is concerned with how much the miscue sounds 
like what was expected. For example, there is a high degree of phonemic 
similarity between "try" and 11 tried, 11 some degree of phonemic similarity 
between "our" and "your," and no phonemic similarity between "chop" and 
"carry." 
The syntactic acceptability focuses on the success with which the 
reader is coping with the structure of the text sentences. Does it 
still sound like language? Is the miscue acceptable within the reader's 
syntax? 
Yetta Goodman's research (1971) indicates all subjects produce 
miscues, although average readers produce fewer miscues than slow 
readers. She found that substitution miscues had a strong tendency 
toward graphic and phonemic similarity and were often the same part 
of speech as the text word replaced. Miscues were more often syntacti-
cally acceptable than semantically acceptable and she found it was 
possible to produce a syntactically acceptable sentence which is not 
semantically acceptable. This is possible because meaning is conveyed 
through syntactic rules. Kenneth Goodman (1969) calls this the infor-
mation implicit in the grammatical structure of the language. 
Kenneth Goodman (1969) states that three kinds of information are 
available to the reader. One kind, the graphic information, reaches 
the reader visually. The other two, syntactic and semantic information, 
are supplied by the reader as he begins to process the visual input. 
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1. Grapho-phonic. This is the information from the graphic system, 
and the phonological system of oral language. Additional information 
comes to the reader from the interrelationships between the systems. 
Phonics is a name for those relationships. 
2. Syntactic information. This is the information implicit in 
the grammatical structures of the language. The language user knows 
these and, therefore, is able to use this information before he learns 
to read his native language. Reading, like all language processes, 
involves a syntactic context. 
3. Semantic information. As he strives to recreate the message, 
the reader utilizes his experiential conceptual background to create a 
meaning context. If he lacks relevant knowledge, he cannot supply this 
semantic component and he cannot read. In this sense, all readers, 
regardless of their general reading proficiency, are incapable of read-
ing some material in their native language. 
Research by Allen (1969) concludes that readers use all available 
cue systems in the reading process. Allen's research also indicates 
the following: 
Readers at all grade levels exhibited a strong aware-
ness of syntax in their reading. Of the four relation-
ships examined--graphic, phonemic, syntactic, and 
semantic--syntactic relationships were the highest. 
All readers had sufficient miscues with low graphic 
similarity to indicate that readers are not cued by 
graphic information alone. 
Over seventy percent of all miscues had full syntactic 
acceptability. Readers made use of the syntax in the 
material. 
Syntax precedes meaning. It is possible to have 
syntax without meaning. 
Miscues that lead to syntactic and semantic dissonance 
tend to be corrected. 
These findings are consistent with Carolyn Burke's research (1969) 
that found moderate graphic and phonemic proximity of miscues to the 
text were associated with high syntactic and semantic acceptability. 
She has also found (1976) that if what we produce is syntactically 
acceptable, it can be verified in relation to semantic acceptability 
and graphophonic information. Effective readers tend to recognize 
unsuccessful miscues--ones that produce syntactically and semantically 
unacceptable structures--and to attempt to correct them. While meaning 
is the system shared by all communication processes, it is the syntactic 
system which is unique to language. The syntactic system acts as the 
exchange through which the three language systems interact, and it 
offers the fundamental support to the reading process. Moir's 
research (1969) found the degree of syntactic acceptability of the 
responses directly influenced the semantic acceptability of the responses 
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and concluded that the ease with which a reader can identify and use 
the syntactic context of a passage in the reading process directly 
influenced the degree to which he can gain understanding from written 
material. 
It has been found by Yetta Goodman (1967) that the beginning 
reader's understanding of syntax is of greater influence on his 
development of reading proficiency than his semantic understandings 
and that the beginning reader begins to make better use of syntactic 
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and semantic information as his reading ability develops. Carol Chomsky 
(1969) questioned this assumption of already developed language abilities 
in her research and found that contrary to the commonly held view that 
a child has mastered the structures of his native language by the time 
he reaches the age of six, she found that active syntactic acquisition 
is taking place up to the age of nine and perhaps even beyond. 
Research done by Kenneth Carlson (1970) found that readers relied 
heavily on graphic, phonemic, and syntactic cues as they read and they 
appear to shift their emphasis to a greater concentration on syntactic 
cues as they read in the content areas. 
Larry Little's study (1974) concerning substitution miscues found 
substitution miscues were significantly more acceptable both syntacti-
cally and semantically within the stimulus sentence for average readers 
than for disabled readers. Barbara Greene's research (1974) indicates 
multiple miscues showed increased syntactic and semantic acceptability 
as reading proficiency increased. This confirms research done by 
Jensen (1974} that found the miscues of proficient readers resulted 
in a higher percentage of syntactically acceptable sentences. She 
also found when proficient readers miscued, their substitution showed 
less graphic similarity to the text item than did those of the weaker 
readers. 
Yetta Goodman (1971) did a longitudinal study of children's oral 
reading behavior and found the relationship of syntactic and semantic 
acceptability with graphic and phonemic similarity data is important 
to consider. For all subjects the trends indicated that when miscues 
had no graphic similarity they had a greater percent of semantic 
acceptability than the average for all miscues, while miscues with 
single graphic differences were less than average. In other words, 
miscues with no graphic similarity tend to be more semantically 
acceptable than miscues with close proximity. The same trend was true 
of graphic similarity and syntactic acceptability but was not as strong 
between the acceptability categories and phonemic similarity. 
Bruce Gutknecht's research (1971) on the perceptually handicapped 
found syntactic and semantic strategies were used by all subjects and 
suggests reading programs be adopted which equip the child to use 
syntactic strategies and semantic strategies along with graphophonic 
reading strategies. Carlson (1975) also found children appear to rely 
on syntactic cues to aid them in reading as much as they rely on grapho-
phoni c information. Carlson feels teachers should be aware of this and 
provide instructional strategies that encourage children to make 
effective use of such cues as they read. Along these same lines, 
Delawter (1975) writes that the strength of the syntactic component 
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should be viewed as a bonus for teachers because grammar is a highly 
constraining system and can be used actively as a strategy for 
generating meaning. 
Procedures 
Subjects 
The miscues of ten third graders were analyzed. These children 
ranged in age from eight years old to nine years old. None of them 
had been in third grade before and none repeated the year. The 
audio taping took place in a self-contained classroom of twenty students 
in a private suburban school with a total enrollment of approximately 
three hundre. The school curriculum begins with an early learning 
center for four-year-olds and continues through grade six. 
Most of these ten children have been in the school since kinder-
garten and have been taught to read using the Open Court Reading Pro-
gram. This program has a heavy emphasis on phonics. 
Survey 
Kenneth Goodman's Taxonomy (1969) is the basis of this work 
although it is not actually used. The taxonomy provides a number of 
questions to be asked about each miscue. These questions provide a 
picture of the reading process in the reader. This analytic taxonomy 
considers the relationships between the expected response (ER) and the 
observed response (OR) from all possible angles. It is based on the 
understanding that not all miscues have the same effect on readers' 
understanding of a text (Gutknecht, 1983). 
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Yetta Goodman and Carolyn Burke (1972) have published a Reading 
Miscue Inventory Manual that is based on Kenneth Goodman 1 s taxonomy. 
This was written for the classroom teacher and explains the procedure 
for gathering the information. This procedure comprises the following 
five steps, each of which is summarized below. 
1. Oral Reading and Taping 
The teacher has a student record his reading of an unfamiliar 
selection on audio tape. The teacher provides no assistance, 
but may sit alongside the reader with a specially prepared 
copy of the text, called the Worksheet, used in marking the 
reader 1 s miscues. After the student finishes reading the 
entire selection he is asked to retell the story in his 
own words. The teacher asks no leading questions, but 
probes until the student has offered as many details of 
plot, character, and description as he can recall. 
2. Marking Miscues 
Later, the teacher replays the tape, confirming and 
reevaluating on the Worksheet the miscues made during 
the oral reading. The teacher then replays the telling 
of the story to calculate a Retelling Score. 
3. Using the RMI Questions and the Coding Sheet 
In this operation, copies of the RMI Coding Sheet and the 
RMI Questions are used. The teacher lists each miscue on 
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the RMI Coding Sheet. Each of the inventory questions is 
asked about each miscue and the response is placed in the 
appropriate box of the Coding Sheet. As a result of this 
process, the teacher determines the relevant comprehension 
relationships (called the 11 Comprehension Pattern 11 ) and 
grammar-meaning relationships (called the 11 Grammatical 
Relationships Pattern 11 ). Then, after making certain simple 
arithmetic computations, the results are ready for transfer 
to the RMI Reader Profile. 
4. Preparing the RMI Reader Profile 
Using the results from the RMI Coding Sheet, the teacher pre-
pares a Reader Profile for the student. This chart portrays, 
in graph form, the pattern of the student 1 s strengths and 
weaknesses in reading. When Reader Profiles are prepared 
on a regt1lar basis--yearly, semi-annually, pre- and post-, 
or other ongoing basis--the graphs and comments reveal the 
pattern of progress of that student in reading. 
5. Planning the Reading Program 
The patterns of strengths and weaknesses taken from the 
Reader Profile provide the basis for planning the reading 
program. The teacher may plan a program for an individual 
student, or may group several students who reveal similar 
patterns. In either case, the program is planned to supply 
reading experiences that help students become more effective 
in using reading strategies. 
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The RMI procedures are based on the following nine questions which 
are asked about each miscue. 
1. Dialect: Is a dialect variation involved in the miscue? 
2. Intonation: Is a shift in intonation involved in the miscue? 
3. Graphic Similarity: How much does the miscue look like what 
was expected? 
4. Sound Similarity: How much does the miscue sound like what 
was expected? 
5. Grammatical Function: Is the grammatical function of the mis-
cue the same as~grammatical function of the word in the 
text? 
6. Correction: Is the miscue corrected? 
7. Grammatical Acceptability: Does the miscue occur in a struc-
ture which is grammatically acceptable? 
8. Semantic Acceptability: Does the miscue occur in a structure 
which is semantically acceptable? 
9. Meaning Change: Does the miscue result in a change of meaning? 
Bruce Gutknecht has created a Qualitative Analysis Worksheet and 
it will be used for this study. This worksheet analyzes substitutions, 
omissions and insertions and asks seven questions. 
1. Graphic Similarity: How much does the OR look like the ER? 
2. Phonic Similarity: How much does the OR sound like the ER? 
3. Grammatical Function: Is the grammatical function of the OR 
the same as that of the ER? 
4. Syntactic Acceptability: Does the OR occur in a grammatically 
acceptable structure? 
5. Meaning Acceptability: Does the OR occur in a semantically 
acceptable structure? 
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60 Meaning Change: Does the OR result in a change of meaning? 
7. Correction Behavior: Is the OR corrected? 
Since the purpose of reading is to gain meaning, a Retelling Score 
will be assigned to each student 1 s oral reading although it will not 
be reflected in this study. Burke and Goodman's RMI Manual (1972) will 
be used to analyze the retelling. 
Collection of Data 
The teacher selects a passage for the student to read aloud. This 
passage should be unfamiliar to the student and slightly difficult 
since at least fifty miscues are needed for each student. The student 
reads the original material while the teacher follows on a specially 
prepared copy called the worksheet. The student is audio taped as he 
reads and the teacher marks the miscues on the worksheet. After read-
ing the passage, the student is asked to retell the story in his own 
words. 
Later, the teacher replays the tape to confirm and complete the 
miscues marked on the worksheet. Then the RMI Analysis Worksheet is 
used. Each miscue is entered along with the ER and the appropriate 
columns are marked with a plus, a zero, or a minus. After each miscue 
is coded, the percentages of plus, zero, and minus codes are calculated 
for each column, yielding information about the reader's use of grapho-
phonic, syntactic, and semantic strategies in reading (Gutknecht, 1983). 
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Analysis of Data 
A contingency table was set up for each of the ten students and 
a complete table for the total group. For each cell the percent of 
tallies of the total tallies for each individual and total group was 
computed. These are shown in Table l, Table 2, and Table 3. Chi squares 
were computed to test the independence of the relationship between 
graphic and phonemic similarity with syntactic acceptability. Con-
tingency coefficients were computed to investigate the degree of rela-
tionship between the variables. Distribution or non-parametric 
statistics were used because the data were nominal in nature. The 
Appendix contains the chi squares, contingency coefficients, and 
Tables l, 2, and 3. 
Results 
The main idea of this study was to determine the effect of graphic 
and phonemic similarity on syntactic acceptability. The data for the 
ten students comparing graphic and phonemic similarity with syntactic 
acceptability is included in Table l. Looking only at syntactically 
acceptable miscues, it was found that 17% had strong graphic and 
phonemic similarity and 13% showed partial graphic and phonemic 
similarity. Of the syntactically unacceptable miscues, 11% showed 
partial graphic and phonemic similarity. All of the other cells had 
tallies of 9% or less. 
A chi square of 32.418 was computed and with 16 degrees of freedom 
was significant at the .05 level. The contingency coefficient computed 
was .004. The results indicate that graphic and phonemic similarity are 
somewhat related to syntactic acceptability but the relationship is 
very slight. 
A secondary analysis was computed comparing graphic similarity 
with syntactic acceptability and comparing phonemic similarity with 
syntactic acceptability for the total group and for individual students. 
The comparison between graphic similarity and syntactic acceptability 
is presented in Table 2. The comparison between phonemic similarity 
and syntactic acceptability is presented in Table 3. 
A chi square of 5.755 was computed for graphic similarity with 
syntactic acceptability and with four degrees of freedom was not sig-
nificant at the .05 level. Graphic similarity tended to be independent 
from syntactic acceptability for the total group. A contingency 
coefficient of .041 was computed showing that there was a minimal 
relationship between the two variables. It should be noted that the 
responses of each of the ten students comparing graphic similarity 
and syntactic acceptability had contingency coefficients ranging 
from a low of .187 to a high of .343. 
A chi square of 3.251 was computed for phonemic similarity with 
syntactic acceptability and with four degrees of freedom was not 
significant at the .05 level. Phonemic similarity tended to be 
independent from syntactic acceptability for the total group. 
contingency coefficient of .129 was computed indicating a possible 
relationship between the two variables. It should be noted that the 
responses of the individual students comparing phonemic similarity and 
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syntactic acceptability had contingency coefficients ranging from a 
low of .142 to a high of .513. 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
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This study indicates a slight relationship between graphic and 
phonemic similarity with syntactic acceptability. Yetta M. Goodman's 
research (1971) found that substitution miscues had a strong tendency 
toward some graphic and phonemic similarity and were usually syntactically 
acceptable. Carolyn Burke's research (1969) found moderate graphic and 
phonemic proximity of miscues to the text were associated with high 
syntactic acceptability. 
The difficulty of reaching a definite conclusion involves 
analyzing the data within the area of partial acceptance. A partially 
acceptable miscue counted as acceptable would indicate opposite results 
from the same miscue counted as unacceptable. The partial group for 
both graphic similarity and phonemic similarity was significant. 
Although there is no reliable data to confirm this, it appears 
to this researcher that students with a higher percentage of graphically 
similar miscues than phonemically similar miscues would appear to be 
visual learners while those with higher phonemically similar miscues 
would appear to be auditory learners. This research project was done 
at the end of the school year and the researcher was the classroom 
teacher of the students in the study. No test for learning style was 
given but the researcher's opinion is that Subject 3 and Subject 7 are 
visual learners. Their miscues were more often graphically similar 
to the text than phonemically similar. Subjects 6, 8, 9, and 10 
appear to be auditory learners and their miscues were more often 
phonemically similar to the test than graphically similar. Research 
to confirm this is indicated. 
It is recommended that the Qualitative Analysis Worksheet be 
used in the classroom to analyze twenty-five miscues for each student 
at the beginning of the school year. The classroom teacher could 
easily compute percentages and use this information to provide a 
reading program using graphophonic, syntactic, and semantic strategies. 
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APPENDIX 
Chi-Squares 
Graphic similarity and phonemic similarity with syntactic 
acceptability for the total group= 32.418. 
Graphic similarity with syntactic acceptability for the total 
g ro u p = 5 . 7 5 5 . 
Phonemic similarity with syntactic acceptability for the total 
group= 8.251. 
Graphic similarity with syntactic acceptability for individual 
students is as follows: 
Subject 3.114 
Subject 2 = 4.440 
Subject 3 6.658 
Subject 4 4.934 
Subject 5 = 3.247 
Subject 6 1.819 
Subject 7 1. 166 
Subject 8 = 3.483 
Subject 9 = 5.049 
Subject 10 = 2.744 
Phonemic similarity with syntactic acceptability for individual 
students is as follows: 
Subject 
Subject 2 
3 .. 593 
4.505 
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Subject 3 = l . 351 
Subject 4 = 4.606 
Subject 5 = 3.247 
Subject 6 = 4. 04 l 
Subject 7 = .821 
Subject 8 4.105 
Subject 9 17. 167 
Subject l 0 = 4.275 
Contingency Coefficients 
Graphic similarity and phonemic similarity with syntactic accepta-
bility for the total group= .004. 
Graphic similarity with syntactic acceptability for the total 
group = .041. 
Phonemic similarity with syntactic acceptability for the total 
group= .129. 
Graphic similarity with syntactic acceptability for individual 
students is as follows: 
Subject = .242 
Subject 2 .286 
Subject 3 = .343 
Subject 4 .300 
Subject 5 .247 
Subject 6 .187 
Subject 7 • 168 
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Subject 8 .255 
Subject 9 .309 
Subject 10 = .228 
Phonemic similarity with syntactic acceptability for individual 
students is as follows: 
Subject l .259 
Subject 2 .287 
Subject 3 . 162 
Subject 4 = .290 
Subject 5 .247 
Subject 6 = .273 
Subject 7 .142 
Subject 8 = .275 
Subject 9 = • 513 
Subject l 0 = .281 
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Table l 
EFFECT OF GRAPHIC AND PHONEMIC SIMILARITY ON SYNTACTIC ACCEPTABILITY 
Syntactic Acceptability 
Graphic Similarity Phonemic Similarity + 0 
+ + 17% 2% 11% 
+ 0 8% 3% 2% 
+ 2% 0% 1% 
0 + 5% 0% 0% 
0 0 13% 2% 9% 
0 2% 0% 1% 
+ 2% 0% 1% 
0 1% 0% 0% 
7% 1% 5% 
27 
Table 2 
EFFECT OF GRAPHIC SIMILARITY ON SYNTACTIC ACCEPTABILITY 
Syntactic Acceotnbility 
Graphic Similarity + 0 
Subject l + 18/b 4% 30% 
0 6% 6% 30% 
2% 0% 4% 
Subject 2 + 12% 0% 22% 
0 18% 4% 18% 
l 0% 0% 16% 
Subject 3 + 28% 14% 4% 
0 14% 2% l 0% 
12% 6% 10% 
Subject 4 + 20% 0% 14% 
0 36% 0% 12% 
6% 0% 12% 
Subject 5 + 26% 0% 18% 
0 36% 0% 12% 
8% 0% 0% 
Subject 6 + 30% 0% 14% 
0 14% 0% 12% 
14% 0% 16% 
Subject 7 + 55% 0% 20% 
0 13% 0% 8% 
5% 0% 0% 
Subject 8 + 36% 4% 12% 
0 22% 0% 2% 
18% 0% 6% 
Subject 9 + 31% 8% 2% 
0 44% 2% 4% 
4% 2% 2% 
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Table 2 (continued) 
Syntactic Acceptability 
Graphic Similarity + 0 
Subject 10 + 22% 22% 301 /0 
0 8% 14% 4% 
14% 6% 1% 
Total Group + 27% 5% 13% 
0 21% 3% 11% 
9% 1% 7% 
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Table 3 
EFFECT OF PHONEMIC SIMILARITY ON SYNTACTIC ACCEPTABILITY 
Syntactic Acceptability 
Phonemic Similarity + 0 
Subject 1 + 18% 4% 30% 
0 6% 6% 32% 
2% 0% 2% 
Subject 2 + 18% 0% 24% 
0 12% 4% 16% 
10% 0% 16% 
Subject 3 + 22% 6% S% 
0 18% 12% 105 
14% 4% 6% 
Subject 4 + 26% 0% 8% 
0 28% 0% 16% 
8% 0% 14% 
Subject 5 + 26% 0% 18% 
0 36% 0% 12% 
8% 0% 0% 
Subject 6 + 28% 0% 18% 
0 16% 0% 4% 
14% 0% 20% 
Table 2 (continued) 30 
Syntactic Acceptability 
Phonemic Similarity + 0 
Subject 7 + 35% 0% 15% 
0 35% 0% 1% 
0% 0% 0% 
Subject 8 + 14% 0% 6% 
0 28% 4% 8% 
34% 0% 6% 
Subject 9 + 44% 4% 0% 
0 31% 6% 2% 
4% 2% 6% 
Subject 10 + 12% 14% 0% 
0 22% 22% 8% 
10% 6% 6% 
Total Group + 24% 3% 13% 
0 23% 6% 12% 
11% 1% 8% 
QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS WORKSHEET 
-~ OR GS PS Gf ~-A HA MC CB ----~·. 
filed field + + -
-
herald her' al d + + + 
salesmen sal is men + + + 
lobby lobbies + + + 
exhausted extingui shei I 0 0 + 
an the 
- - + 
ii 
-
Ol-CUllllllUI 1-
dations dations + + + 
grand ground + + + 
em- em-
broidPred broi + + + 
as at 0 0 0 
was were 0 0 -
seemed seems + + + 
him his 0 0 + 
oro- pro-
tection tat ion + + + 
r·eadi l.Y reed i ly + + + 
accepted expected 0 0 
-
and of 
- - -
ensuing using 0 0 + 
~+ 
~o 
r;_ 
0 
ER-EXPECTED RESPONSE OR-OBSERVED RESPONSE 
GS-GRAPHIC SIMILARITY PS-PHONEMIC SIMILARITY 
GF-GRAMMATICAL FUNCTION SA-SYNTACTIC ACCEPTABILITY 
MA-MEANING ACCEPTABILITY MC-MEANING CHANGE 
CB-CORRECTION BEHAVIOR 
GS, Ps,· SA, MA: +=HIGH DEGREE, o=soME DEGREE/PARTIAL 
-=No DEGREE GF: +=sAME, o=INDETERMINATE~ -=DIFFERENT 
MC: +=No, o=MINIMAL, -=MAJOR CB: +=coRRECTED, 
o=LJNSUCCESSFUL ATTEMPT, -=No ATTEMPT 
DR, BRUCE GUTKNECHT 
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SAMPLE 
Page 175 of Old Hickory 1 s Town by James Robertson Ward, published by 
Florida Publishing Company, Jacksonville, Florida, 1982, is used with 
permission. 
Subject 1 
H. L. Mencken arrived in Jacksonville on May 12, 
field 
1901, to cover the Great Fire. By the time he filed his 
her'ald 
copy for The Baltimore Morning Herald late that night, 
Mencken had worked a long day and was tired. In News-
paper Days, 1899-1906, Mencken wrote that when he 
arrived at his hotel he found all the rooms occupied by 
11 newspaper reporters ... insurance adjusters, brick and 
sal is men 
lumber salesmen, and agents for sprinkling systems and 
fire extinguishers. 111 There were five or six persons in 
each room and cots had been placed in all the hallways. 
lobbies 
In the lobby, he saw people sleeping in every chair, while 
11 others were snoring on the dining-room tables. 112 
the extinguished 
After informing an exhausted Mencken there were no 
accondations 
accomodations, a night clerk offered a suggestion. 
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